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Whereas, Lucas Jeffrey Cifranic has devoted

himself to serving others through his
membership in the Boy Scouts of America
Troop 811; and

Whereas, Lucas Jeffrey Cifranic has shared
his time and talent with the community;
and

Whereas, Lucas Jeffrey Cifranic has dem-
onstrated a commitment to meet chal-
lenges with enthusiasm, confidence and
outstanding service; and

Whereas, Lucas Jeffrey Cifranic must be com-
mended for the hard work and dedication
he put forth in earning the Eagle Scout
Award;

Therefore, I join with the entire 18th Congres-
sional District of Ohio in congratulating
Lucas Jeffrey Cifranic for his Eagle Scout
Award.

f

CONGRESS HALL IN CAPE MAY,
NEW JERSEY

HON. FRANK A. LoBIONDO
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 4, 2002

Mr. LoBIONDO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize the reopening of Congress Hall, a
very special historic landmark in Cape May,
New Jersey.

Opened in 1816, Congress Hall was origi-
nally built by Thomas Hughes as a boarding
house for summer visitors to the Cape May
area. The house was a success and, in 1828,
when Hughes was elected to Congress, it was
renamed Congress Hall in his honor. An 1878
fire destroyed the Hall but within a year it was
rebuilt.

As the hotel and its surrounding city be-
came more popular, it attracted an even more
diverse stream of visitors. Presidents Ulysses
S. Grant, Franklin Pierce and James Bu-
chanan all chose to vacation here. President
Benjamin Harrison deemed Congress Hall his
‘‘summer White House.’’ Composer John Phil-
lip Sousa conducted concerts on the lawn of
the Hall and, in 1882, composed the ‘‘Con-
gress Hall March.’’

Closed during the Great Depression and re-
opened after the end of the Second World
War, it seemed that the days of Congress Hall
and the grandeur it had been associated with
had passed. From 1968 until 1995, Congress
Hall was protected from demolition when it be-
came the home of the Cape May Bible Con-
ference led by Reverend Carl McIntire. Then,
in 1995, the property was purchased and pre-
pared for extensive renovation.

Today, Congress Hall is reopened, recalling
its original splendor, fit for Presidents, dig-
nitaries and visitors the world over. I am
pleased to claim Congress Hall as part of my
Congressional District’s proud history and wel-
come a new generation of vacationers to visit
the historic hotel. Best wishes to all the people
involved with Congress Hall and to the citizens
of Cape May as they celebrate this special
milestone in their community’s history.

THE SPOKANE TRIBE OF INDIANS
OF THE SPOKANE RESERVATION
GRAND COULEE DAM EQUITABLE
COMPENSATION SETTLEMENT
ACT

HON. GEORGE R. NETHERCUTT, JR.
OF WASHINGTON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 4, 2002

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I am hon-
ored today to introduce legislation that will pro-
vide an equitable settlement of the meritorious
claims of the Spokane Tribe of Indians con-
cerning its contribution to the production of hy-
dropower by the Grand Coulee Dam.

Similar settlement legislation was enacted in
1994 to compensate the neighboring Confed-
erated Colville Tribes as a consequence of the
Grand Coulee Dam. That legislation, P.L.
103–436, provided for a $53 million lump sum
payment for past damages and roughly $15
million annually from the ongoing proceeds
from the sale of hydropower by the Bonneville
Power Administration. The Spokane settle-
ment legislation, which I am introducing today,
would provide a settlement of the Spokane
Tribe of Indians claims directly proportional to
the settlement afforded the Colville Tribes
based upon the percentage of lands appro-
priated from the respective tribes for the
Grand Coulee Project, or approximately 39.4
percent of the past and future compensation
awarded the Colville Tribes pursuant to the
1994 legislation. Though the proposed Spo-
kane settlement is proportionately less, the
losses sustained by the Spokane Tribe are
substantially the same as those sustained by
the Colville Tribes and arise from the same
actions of the United States Government. The
difference being that the Spokane Tribe lost its
entire salmon fishery, the base of its economy.

Grand Coulee Dam is the largest concrete
dam in the world, the largest electricity pro-
ducer in the United States, and the third larg-
est electricity producer in the world. It pro-
duces four times more electricity than Hoover
Dam on the Colorado River and is three times
its size. Grand Coulee is one mile in width; its
spillway is twice the height of Niagara Falls. It
provides electricity and water to one of the
world’s largest irrigation projects, the one mil-
lion acre Columbia Basin Project. The Grand
Coulee Project is the backbone of the North-
west’s federal power grid and agricultural
economy.

For more than half a century, the Grand
Coulee Project has produced enormous reve-
nues for the United States Government and
brought prosperity to the Pacific Northwest.
The construction of the dam and the electricity
it produced, helped pull the Northwest out of
the Great Depression. It provided electricity to
the aluminum plants that built the air force that
helped to defeat Germany and Japan in World
War II.

To the Spokane Tribe of Indians, however,
the dam is a monument to the destruction of
their way of life. The Dam flooded their res-
ervation on two sides. The Spokane River—
the ancestral umbilical cord to Spokane exist-
ence and the heart of their reservation—was
changed from a free flowing waterway that
supported plentiful salmon runs, to barren
slack water that now erodes away the south-
ern lands of the Reservation with every
change in the reservoir level. The enormous

benefits that accrued to the Nation and the
Northwest were made possible by uncompen-
sated and irreparable injury to the Native
Americans of the Columbia and Spokane Riv-
ers.

From 1927 to 1931, at the direction of Con-
gress, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in-
vestigated the Columbia River and its tribu-
taries. In its report to Congress, the Corps
identified a number of potential sites and rec-
ommended the Grand Coulee site for hydro-
electric development by either the State of
Washington or private concerns. Shortly there-
after, the Columbia River Commission, an
agency of the State of Washington applied for
and, in August 1933, was granted a prelimi-
nary permit from the Federal Power Commis-
sion for the water power development of the
Grand Coulee site. However, on November 1,
1933, Harold Ickes, Secretary of the Interior
and Director of Public Works Administration,
federalized the project under the National In-
dustrial Recovery Act of 1933. Excavation for
the dam commenced on December 13, 1933.
However, its legal authorization was in ques-
tion and Congress reauthorized the Dam in
the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1935. In 1940,
very belatedly and inadequately (at the urging
of the Department of the Interior), Congress
did enact a statute to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to designate whichever Indian
lands he deemed necessary for Grand Coulee
construction and to receive all rights, title and
interest the Indians had in them in return for
his appraisal of its value and payment of com-
pensation by the Secretary. The only land that
was appraised and supposedly compensated
for was the newly flooded lands. Pursuant to
this legislation, 54 Stat. 703 (1940), the Spo-
kane Tribe received the grand total of $4,700.
There is no evidence that the Department ad-
vised or that Congress knew that the Tribes’
water rights were not extinguished. Nor had
the Indian title and trust status of the Tribal
land underlying the river beds been extin-
guished. No compensation was included for
the power value contributed by the use of the
Tribal resources nor the loss of the Tribal fish-
eries or other damages to tribal resources.

Although the Department of the Interior and
other federal officials were well aware of the
flooding of Indian trust lands and other severe
impacts the Grand Coulee Project would have
on the fishery and other critical resources of
the Spokane and Colville Tribes, no mention
was made of these impacts or the need to
compensate the Tribes in either the 1933 or
1935 authorizations. Federal inter-depart-
mental and intra-office correspondence of the
Department of the Interior from September
1933 thru October 1934 clearly demonstrate
that the Federal government knew that the
Colville and Spokane Tribes should be com-
pensated for the flooding of their lands, de-
struction of their fishery and other resources,
destruction of their property and annual com-
pensation from power production for the use
of the Tribes’ land and water resources con-
tributing to such power production. As pointed
out in a 1976 Opinion of Lawrence
Aschenbrenner, the Acting Associate Solicitor,
Division of Indian Affairs, Department of the
Interior:

The 1940 act followed seven years of con-
struction during which farm lands, and tim-
ber lands were flooded, and a fishery de-
stroyed, and during which Congress was si-
lent as to the Indian interests affected by
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the construction. Both the Congress and the
Department of the Interior appeared to pro-
ceed with the Grand Coulee project as if
there were no Indians involved there.

. . . . .
The Department correspondence and

memoranda on the subject of Indian rights
apparently came to an abrupt halt [after
1934]. There is no tangible evidence, cur-
rently available, to indicate that the Depart-
ment ever consulted with the tribes during
the 1933–1940 period concerning the ongoing
destruction of their land and resources and
proposed compensation therefore.’’

The Opinion goes on to point out:
It is our conclusion that the location of

the dams on tribal land and the use of the
water for power production, without com-
pensation, violated the Government’s fidu-
ciary duty toward the Tribes.

. . . . .
The situation at hand involves a conflict-

of-interest on the part of the Department of
the Interior. . . . The Department of the In-
terior has responsibility for protecting the
Tribes’ Winters Rights [water rights] as well
as its property rights in the bed of the river.
Recognizing the value of the river as a power
production and irrigation site, the Depart-
ment of the Interior . . . has used this land
and the water for its own purposes, without
ensuring that consideration and benefit from
the development of those resources flowed to
the Tribes who own part of them. The case
fits squarely into the reasoning of Man-
chester Band, Navajo Tribe and Pyramid
Lake cases, where ‘‘. . . a fiduciary who
learns of an opportunity, prevents the bene-
ficiary from getting it, and seizes it for him-
self.’’ (Citations omitted)

. . . . .
Throughout the construction, the Depart-

ment’s apparent failure to communicate
with the Tribes concerning their land and
water rights is appalling. No case law grants
executive agencies authority to unilaterally
abrogate Indian rights. [T]he posture of the
Department can be described not as . . . an
exercise of guardianship, but an act of con-
fiscation.’’ (Citations omitted).

Why did the 1994 Colville settlement legisla-
tion not also include a settlement of the claims
of the Spokane Tribe of Indians? The Colville
settlement legislation ratified a settlement
agreement reached between the United States
and the Colville Tribes to settle the claims of
the Tribes to a share of the hydropower reve-
nues from the Grand Coulee Dam. This claim
was among the claims which the Colville
Tribes filed with the Indian Claims Commis-
sion (ICC) under the Act of August 13, 1946
(60 Stat. 1049) and later transferred to the
U.S. Court of Claims. Pursuant to that Act,
there was a five year statute of limitations to
file claims before the Commission which ex-
pired August 13, 1951. Prior to the statute of
limitations deadline, the Colville Tribes had al-
ready been formally organized with a func-
tioning tribal government for more than 15
years. The Spokane Tribe, however, did not
formally organize and receive approval of its
constitution until June 27, 1951—only 16 days
prior to the ICC statute of limitations deadline.
The Tribe’s attempt to retain legal counsel to
file its claims before the ICC was delayed due
to the then Commissioner of Indian Affairs,
Dillion Meyer’s efforts to impose restrictive
conditions on attorney contracts with the tribes
nationwide. While these conditions were sub-
sequently repudiated by the Secretary of the
Interior, significant and precious time had
elapsed and the Tribe’s legal counsel was left
with insufficient time to fully investigate the full
range of potential claims of the Tribe prior to

the filing deadline. Additionally, the ICC Act
imposed a duty on the Bureau of Indian Affairs
to apprise the various tribes of the provisions
of the Act and the need to file claims before
the Commission. While the BIA was well
aware of the potential claims of the Spokane
Tribe to a portion of the hydropower revenues
generated by Grand Coulee, there is no evi-
dence that the BIA ever advised the Tribe of
such claims. As stated in the testimony of the
Assistant Secretary for Indian Affairs, con-
cerning the 1994 Colville Settlement legisla-
tion: ‘‘Over the next several years the Federal
Government moved ahead with the construc-
tion of the Grand Coulee Dam, but somehow
the promise that the Tribe would share in the
benefits produced by it was not fulfilled.’’

In 1974 the Solicitor of the Department of
the Interior issued an Opinion which con-
cluded, among other things, that the Spokane
and Colville Tribes each retained ownership of
the lands underlying the Columbia River and,
in the case of the Spokane Tribe, the lands
underlying the Spokane River. The Opinion
suggested that the resource interests of the
Tribes were being utilized in the production of
hydroelectric power at Grand Coulee.

In 1976, in response to this Opinion, the
Senate Appropriations Committee directed the
Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of
the Army to ‘‘open discussions with the Tribes
to determine what, if any, interest the Tribes
have in such production of power, and to ex-
plore ways in which the Tribes might benefit
from any interest so determined.’’ (S. Rept.
94–505 at 79). A technical team was subse-
quently composed of representatives of var-
ious federal agencies, BPA and the Tribes. On
May 7, 1979, the Solicitor for the Department
of the Interior forwarded to OMB a lengthy
memorandum proposing legislative resolution
of the claims of both the Colville Tribes and
Spokane Tribe. However, no further action oc-
curred.

When the Colville settlement legislation was
moving forward in 1994, the Spokane Tribe
pressed for an amendment to waive the stat-
ute of limitations and allow the Spokane Tribe
to seek just and equitable compensation re-
sulting from the construction of the Grand
Coulee Dam. Fearful that the Spokane Tribe’s
efforts might delay and jeopardize final enact-
ment of the Colville settlement legislation, the
Colville Tribes and others requested that the
Spokane Tribe defer its efforts to seek settle-
ment of its claims. The Spokane Tribe hon-
ored that request. During the joint House and
Senate hearings on the Colville legislation, the
Assistant Secretary for Indian Affairs did com-
mit in her testimony that she would study the
merits of the Spokane claim. The day after the
hearings, the Solicitor of the Department com-
mitted the Department to examine, inde-
pendent of the Colville Bill, the Spokane
Tribe’s claims. The House Resources Com-
mittee Report accompanying the Colville legis-
lation stated that the Spokane claim was
‘‘identical in many respects’’ to the harm suf-
fered by the Colville Tribes. The Committee
noted ‘‘that the Spokane Tribe has a moral
claim and requests that the Department of the
Interior and the Department of Justice work
with the Spokane Tribe to develop a means to
address the Spokane’s claim.’’ In the Senate,
Senators INOUYE, Bradley, MURRAY, MCCAIN
and Hatfield joined in a colloquy expressing
their concern that the claims of the Spokane
Tribe should be addressed and urged the Ad-
ministrative agencies to work with the Spo-
kane Tribe to resolve the Tribe’s claims.

Following a subsequent commitment from
Associate Attorney General, John R. Schmidt,
that the Department and other federal agen-
cies would undertake an ‘‘earnest’’ and ‘‘fair
evaluation’’ of the Tribe’s claims, the Tribe
committed a great deal of time, resources and
funding to fully research and document its
claims. By late 1995, the Tribe was prepared
to formally request that the Interior and Justice
Departments establish a federal ‘‘negotiating
team’’. In a meeting with Interior Department
officials in December 1995, Tribal representa-
tives were astounded when they were advised
that the Tribe should return to Congress and
renew the Tribe’s request for a waiver of the
statute of limitations.

On July 9, 1996, Senators MURRAY,
MCCAIN, INOUYE, Bradley and I sent a letter to
Secretary Bruce Babbitt stating the federal/
tribal negotiations urged by Congress in 1994
were not predicated on the Tribe’s first obtain-
ing a waiver of the statute of limitations; that
the requirement for such an undertaking was
‘‘totally contrary to the understanding of the
Tribe and to the direction of Congress’’; and
urged that the Interior Department ‘‘proceed
as soon as possible to negotiate with the Tribe
on its power value and fishing claims as pre-
viously directed by Congress.’’ Unfortunately,
viable and equitable settlement negotiations
have not materialized.

Enactment of settlement legislation address-
ing the meritorious claims of a Tribe, claims
otherwise barred by a statute of limitations, is
neither new or precedent setting. There is
ample precedent for Congressional recognition
of the moral claims of Indian tribes and provi-
sion of appropriate compensation. Several
tribes within the Missouri River Basin suffered
very significant damage because of inundation
of reservation bottom lands through construc-
tion of the Pick-Sloan Project dams. In rec-
ognition of these damages, Congress has pro-
vided substantial compensation to the Affili-
ated Tribes of the Fort Berthold Reservation
and the Standing Rock Sioux Tribe (P.L. 102–
575), the Crow Creek Sioux Tribe (P.L. 104–
233), and the Lower Brule Sioux Tribe (P.L.
105–132). Compensatory legislation for the
Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe (S. 964) and the
Santee Sioux and Yankton Sioux Tribes (S.
1148) are currently pending before this Con-
gress and are expected to move through the
Senate Committee on Indian Affairs shortly.

The Federal Government, by its own admis-
sion, had a conflict of interest and blatantly
breached its fiduciary trust responsibility to the
Spokane Tribe. Having breached that trust by
converting the Tribe’s resources to its own
benefit, it also failed to advise the Tribe in a
timely manner of its potential claims and frus-
trated and critically delayed the Tribe’s attempt
to secure independent legal counsel to re-
search and file such claims. Now, it seeks to
avoid fair and honorable negotiations with the
Tribe it betrayed because the Tribe failed to
timely file its claims before the expiration of
the statute of limitations. As quoted by the As-
sistant Secretary for Indian Affairs in her testi-
mony on the Colville settlement legislation:

. . . I am reminded of the words of Justice
Black . . . in litigation about another dam
flooding the lands of another tribe’s terri-
tory: ‘‘Great nations, like great men, should
keep their word.’’ When the Congress enacts
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and the President signs this legislation, we
can all be proud that we are, at last, acting
as a great nation should.

I urge my colleagues to keep the word of
our Nation and act expeditiously and favorably
on this legislation as it proceeds through the
Congress.

f

CODEL WELDON, OBSERVATIONS
AND DIRECTION

HON. SOLOMON P. ORTIZ
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 4, 2002
Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise to join my

colleagues tonight to talk about what we have
seen in a part of the world that has vexed
American policy makers for generations.

First I want to commend Chairman WELDON
for his high-energy, unyielding approach to
seeing as much as possible on these delega-
tion trips. Our focus is always on bringing
back information that will enlighten and inform
U.S. policy makers, both in the Congress and
in the Administration.

At this difficult moment in the world, our trip
was a good opportunity to speak to our legis-
lative colleagues in the Russian Duma. We ar-
rived in Moscow in the wake of the historic
signing of the strategic arms reduction treaty
by Presidents Bush and Putin. While we were
there, NATO nations met in Rome to agree to
limited membership for Russian in NATO,
India and Pakistan danced dangerously close
to a nuclear confrontation, the cycle of vio-
lence continued between the Israelis and the
Palestinians, and the war on terrorism contin-
ued in Afghanistan. So there was a great deal
on our plate with which to deal.

We last went to Russia in September 2001,
after the attacks on the United States and
after the war began, and came away with a
real partnership with many of our colleagues
in the Russian Duma. We began then to talk
about areas of commonality through which
members of our respective legislatures (the
U.S. Congress and the Russian Duma) could
work. In our last visit, we presented a docu-
ment entitled: ‘‘U.S.-Russia Partnership.’’

In our visit this time around, we were told
that our document’s recommendations were
the basis for the Russian initiatives presented
to President Bush during his recent visit in
Russia. Discussions in Russia generally fol-
lowed concerns such as: combating inter-
national terrorism, using academics and
science to address political problems, joint en-
vironmental—and economic—efforts, and en-
gaging young people of both countries in
issues of mutual interest (such as sports and
cultural events).

Russia is an important strategic partner for
the United States and for NATO. After enter-
ing the 21st Century through columns of fire,
our relationship with Russia is on a consider-
ably stronger foundation. For the first time,
there is mutual agreement on goals and val-
ues, and on a shared vision for the security
threats we both face in this world.

When we met with Uzbekistani President
Karimov, I was impressed with the geopolitical
environment of the region. He, too, supported
Chairman WELDON’S proposal to establish a
joint U.S. Congress-Uzbek parliamentary
working group, based on the success of the
U.S. Congress-Duma work of last year.

The best part of being in Uzbekistan was
seeing the satisfaction on the faces of the
young men and women serving in support of
Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan.
They are the ones carrying our battle to our
enemies, and they are gung-ho about their
mission. We got a good deal of intelligence on
the ground—literally—intelligence about the
daily activities of our troops and how they see
their jobs every day. We had the privilege of
distributing homemade cookies baked by peo-
ple here at home for these brave men and
women. They very much enjoyed the special
gifts from home.

As always, I saw a host of Texans stationed
in Uzbekistan doing then-duty for the United
States, including Specialist Harwig from Cor-
pus Christi, Texas.

We also went to Beijing, China, to talk with
senior officials about a host of defense-related
and economic-related topics. With China, as
always, the topic of Taiwan was paramount in
the minds of the Chinese. They continually ex-
pressed the importance of the ‘‘one-China’’
policy. We emphasized the wide breath of
things on which the United States and China
agree, and urged both nations to find agree-
ment rather than disagreement.

Several members of our delegation sur-
mised that the issue of Taiwan will diminish as
a divisive issue over time due to the large—
and increasing—investment by Taiwan inter-
ests in mainland China.

India and Pakistan are adjoining neighbors,
and the nuclear saber-rattling in the subconti-
nent is unnerving all the nations of the world
. . . most noticeably the Chinese. Both na-
tions are China’s neighbors, and they continue
to hope the difference over Kashmir can be
solved peacefully. This is no place for a hair-
trigger on a nuclear weapon.

The CODEL also met with members of the
government of the Republic of Korea (ROK,
South Korea) and thanked the ROK for their
prompt and significant support for the United
States after 9–11. The ROK stepped up quick-
ly to support our war against the Taliban and
al Queda in Afghanistan, providing shipping,
aircraft and a field hospital to support U.S. op-
erations in the area.

We were particularly disappointed that the
North Koreans refused to meet with us. The
ROK, we were told by the foreign ministry,
continues to talk of peace with North Korea,
but the pace of discussions was extraordinarily
slow.

Chiefly, discussions with the ROK centered
on trade, U.S. forces in Korea in the DMZ, our
war on terrorism, political and military stability
on the Korean Peninsula, and the strong de-
sire—on their part—for reunification. We even
had significant discussions about internet vot-
ing in the ROK, ‘‘E’’ government initiatives,
and the digital divide in the ROK.

There are also a number of Texans serving
in uniform as we visited the Demilitarized
Zone (DMZ). The DMZ never ceases to
amaze me . . . it stands as a tribute to the
standoff between ideologies along the Pacific
Rim, and on the south side of it is the best
reason for the conflict in the first place: de-
mocracy and free commerce in the highly de-
veloped south, with the north side practicing
communism and starving their citizens and
their economy.

Our trip proved, once again, the importance
of going beyond our borders to see first hand,
and hear first hand, the particular situations in

the nations of our friends and those whom we
hope to make our friends.

f

HONORING FLINT POWERS
CATHOLIC CHARGERS

HON. DALE E. KILDEE
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 4, 2002

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
congratulate the Chargers of Flint Powers
Catholic High School, on winning the 2001–
2002 Michigan High School Athletic Associa-
tion Class B State girls basketball champion-
ship. The Chargers defended their 2000–2001
championship in a repeat of last year’s final
game, defeating the Detroit Country Day
Yellowjackets 54–53. It was certainly an excit-
ing game that showcased some of the best
talent the state of Michigan has to offer.

The Chargers are a true testament of what
hard work, determination, and a passionate
desire to win can accomplish. Under the guid-
ance of 26-year Head Coach Kathy McGee,
and Assistant Coaches Brad Terebinski, Betsy
Kreston, and Kae Edison, the championship
served as a wonderful finish to a remarkable
year, marked with a perfect record of 28–0. In
addition, the Michigan High School Coaches
Association named Coach McGee Women’s
Basketball Coach of the Year.

The Chargers’ roster includes: seniors
Rachael Carney, Rebekah Sirna, Ellen Tomek;
juniors Brittney Brindley, Elizabeth Flemming,
Jessica Guilbault, Michelle Landaal, Victoria
Lucas-Perry, Shannon Rettenmund, Ann
Skufca; sophomores Erin Carney, Lauren
Goggins, Maddison Snow; and freshmen Tia
Duncan, Cari Pigott. These young women, led
by team captains Carney, Lucas-Perry, and
Tomek, proved to be leaders in the classroom,
the basketball court, and the community. They
are all shining examples of the Lansing Dio-
cese’s strong commitment to success in all as-
pects of life.

Mr. Speaker, I salute the accomplishments
of the Powers Chargers, and share the joy of
their victory with Powers students and alumni
and especially the people in my hometown of
Flint. I ask my colleagues in the 107th Con-
gress to join me in congratulating these fine
ladies.

f

MOURNING THE LOSS OF HALA
SALAAM MAKSOUD

HON. NICK J. RAHALL II
OF WEST VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, June 4, 2002

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, a memorial serv-
ice honoring the work and achievements of
Hala Salaam Maksoud will be held on
Wednesday, June 5 at Georgetown University.
Hala Maksoud was a great champion for civil
rights and human rights. It was truly a sad day
on Friday, April 26, 2002, when she lost her
hard-fought battle with cancer.

Hala Maksoud was a passionate and vital
advocate for Arab American concerns. As
president of the American-Arab Anti-Discrimi-
nation Committee (ADC) from 1996–2001, she
helped propel the concerns of Arab Americans
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